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and thereby preserve the new increased
grazing fee formula in S. 1459.

The Bumpers amendment would cre-
ate two grazing fee formulas. The first
would apply to permittee who ‘‘control
livestock less than 2,000 animal unit
months [AUM]”’ on public lands during
a grazing year. This fee is intended to
apply to small ranching operations,
and would increase each year for the
next 3 years. The second fee created by
this amendment is targeted to larger
ranching operations, which are com-
prised of more than 2,000 AUM’s. This
fee would be set according to higher
amount of either the average grazing
fee charged by the respective State, or,
by increasing the aforementioned
small ranch fee by 25 percent.

The Bumpers amendment would in-
crease the grazing fee each year for the
next 3 years for smaller ranchers, and
implement a substantial increase for
larger ranchers. While the Bumpers
amendment attempts to require larg-
er—and therefore presumably better off
ranching operations to pay more, I ul-
timately decided that the BUMPERS
proposal would have too injurious an
impact on modest, family-run ranching
operations in Arizona.

I strongly believe in the longstanding
principle of managing Federal lands for
the multiple use of the public. This
means that the many legitimate uses
of public lands—recreation, wildlife
preservation, grazing, hunting, and
economic purposes—must be carefully
balanced with each other. Our precious
Federal lands must be properly man-
aged so that they can be enjoyed by
Americans both today, and in the fu-
ture.

When public lands are used for eco-
nomic purposes, such as timber, min-
ing, and cattle grazing, there clearly
should be a fair return to taxpayers for
the economic benefits gained from the
land, and for the cost of administering
these uses. In light of the massive Fed-
eral debt our Nation has piled up, the
Congress must be especially vigilant in
ensuring that fees imposed on individ-
uals who are using public lands for
commercial purposes, must be equi-
tably set. With an astounding $5 tril-
lion debt growing larger every day, I
think it is appropriate for grazing fees
and mining fees to be adjusted.

I strongly oppose, however, drastic
hikes in such fees that would bankrupt
hard-working ranching families. Na-
tionwide, ranchers who graze cattle on
public lands have an annual income of
only $30,000 a year. These families do
not have a huge profit margin that is
being gained at the expense of the pub-
lic. Indeed, the taxes they pay and the
economic benefits they generate are
extremely important to small towns in
Arizona and throughout the West.

The grazing reform bill I am sup-
porting, S. 1459—Public Rangelands
Management Act—would increase the
existing grazing fee by 37 percent. In
my view, that is a pretty reasonable
attempt to address legitimate concerns
of the public about what return the
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Treasury is getting from the lease of
Federal rangelands. If we could reform
Federal fees or reduce Federal spending
pertaining to corporate entities which
are similarly subsidized by taxpayers,
our budget problems would be in a lot
better shape. Ranchers will pay their
fair share under S. 1459.

The new, higher grazing fee in S. 1459
will afford greater stability to ranchers
in my State who need to plan ahead for
their family business. The fee in S. 1459
is based upon a 3-year rolling average
of the gross value of beef production in
the United States, along with interest
rates from Treasury bills. This new for-
mula will fluctuate according to mar-
ket conditions, which I think is appro-
priate.

While the sponsors of the Bumpers
amendment state that it is targeted at
large, corporate-owned ranching oper-
ations, I am deeply concerned that its
higher, corporate fee hike could come
down squarely on many family ranch-
ers in the Southwest. It would have po-
tentially crippling effects on family
ranchers in States such as Arizona and
New Mexico, especially.

The reason the Bumpers amendment
would hurt many Southwestern ranch-
ers is that its formula would signifi-
cantly impact ranchers whose grazing
permits are comprised primarily of
Federal lands, and on ranchers who
graze cattle year round. Both of these
factors apply to southwestern ranch-
ers, due to large amount of land that is
owned by the Federal Government. The
Bumpers amendment’s formula would
apply its higher fee to ranching oper-
ations with more than 176 head of cat-
tle, which is not a large, corporate op-
eration by the standards of my State.

Furthermore, the Bumpers amend-
ment’s higher fee was partly based on
higher State land standards, which are
not always readily comparable to Fed-
eral lands. Federal rangelands do not
offer the same exclusivity of use to
permittees as do State lands, and
ranchers on Federal lands also bear
higher costs for range improvements
than do holders of private grazing per-
mits.

I find no evidence that that new fee
will not cover the Federal cost of the
program.

Due to these factors, I opposed the
Bumpers amendment, and voted to pre-
serve the reasonable fee increase which
is in the underlying bill. I commend
Senator Bumpers for his objectives,
however, and share his concerns that
taxpayers must be fairly compensated
for the economic use of public lands. I
will continue my efforts to vigorously
weed out unfair and unsustainable cor-
porate subsidies. If S. 1459 becomes law,
the Congress should continue to evalu-
ate the grazing revenues it produces. I
will be open at that time to consid-
ering whether further adjustments for
corporate ranching operations are war-
ranted.e
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TRIBUTE TO COL. FRED E.
KISHLER, JR.

e Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
pay tribute to Col. Fred E. Kishler, Jr.,
who died this past January. From Au-
gust 1994 until his death, Colonel
Kishler served as the Director of the
General Defense Intelligence Program
[GDIP] Staff where he served with
great distinction.

Colonel Kishler was a fellow Buck-
eye—born in Tiffin, OH, and receiving
his undergraduate degree at Heidelberg
College in Tiffin. In his lengthy and
distinguished Air Force career, Colonel
Kishler flew dangerous, sensitive mis-
sions in the U-2 spy plane and other
aircraft, and was responsible for field-
ing numerous tactical and strategic in-
telligence systems. His greatest love as
a pilot was flying the U-2, spending ap-
proximately 15 years in the U-2 pro-
gram. Colonel Kishler accumulated
over 4,800 flying hours—over 2,000 of
those hours were spent in the cockpit
of a U-2, and he flew 106 combat mis-
sions in Southeast Asia. During the
Vietnam War, he demonstrated his
courage as a flight leader for search
and rescue missions, and he supported
the Son Tay POW raid.

In 1991, Colonel Kishler came to work
for the Defense Intelligence Agency,
first serving as the Chief of the Recon-
naissance Division for Functional Man-
agement. His hard work and effective-
ness led to other positions as the Asso-
ciate Deputy Director of the Programs
and Evaluation Division of the Na-
tional Military Intelligence Collection
Center, and ultimately as the Director
of the General Defense Intelligence
Program Staff—particularly chal-
lenging assignments in a period of de-
clining resources where we have had to
do more with less. Colonel Kishler’s
honesty, integrity, and professionalism
gained the respect of Congress as well
as the Department of Defense.

Among Fred’s many decorations and
awards were the Distinguished Flying
Cross, a Meritorious Service Medal, the
Air Medal with thirteen oak leaf clus-
ters, and the Air Force Commendation
medal.

Mr. President, I join all of my col-
leagues on the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence in paying trib-
ute to the memory of Col. Fred E.
Kishler, Jr., and pass along our deepest
sympathies to Colonel Kishler’s mother
and father—Fred and Marjorie Kishler;
his wife, Susan; and their sons, Mark
and Fred. Fred Kishler was a credit to
the Air Force and the United States of
America, and he will be sorely missed.e

———

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE ACT
OF 1996

e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to join the distinguished major-
ity leader, and my colleagues, in co-
sponsoring the National Missile De-
fense Act of 1996. This legislation
builds on the Missile Defense Act of
1995. The 1995 act made significant



S2834

progress toward securing the funding
necessary for the eventual deployment
of a missile defense system capable of
protecting the United States. Unfortu-
nately, that act fell short by not ex-
plicitly directing that we deploy the
missile defense system as soon as pos-
sible.

The majority leader, in close co-
operation with Congress’ National de-
fense leadership, has crafted a proposal
that achieves our nation’s missile de-
fense through prudent, incremental de-
velopment of policies and force struc-
tures. To begin with, we would produce
the system necessary to protect the
United States from limited, unauthor-
ized or accidental ballistic missile at-
tacks. We then would augment that ca-
pability to defend our Nation against
larger and more sophisticated ballistic
missile threats. I am especially heart-
ened that this bill allows for the devel-
opment of the most promising anti-bal-
listic missile technologies, including
sea-based systems such as Navy Upper
Tier.

This bill assigns the Secretary of De-
fense the considerable task of reporting
a missile defense development and de-
ployment plan by March 15, 1997. How-
ever, I feel confident that Congress will
be more than willing to assist him in
the formulation of that plan. This can,
and should, be a joint endeavor, Con-
gress will fulfil its constitutional re-
sponsibility to raise and support our
armed forces, while the Executive de-
termines how best to deploy these
forces.

At this time, Mr. President, I would
like to expand upon section 5 of the
act—that section regarding the ABM
Treaty. Congress, through the Missile
Defense Acts of 1991, 1994, and 1995 has
repeatedly stated that the ABM Treaty
does not, in any way, hinder the devel-
opment of theater ballistic missile de-
fenses. It has also called for a renegoti-
ation of the ABM Treaty so as to allow
the development of more robust na-
tional missile defense systems.

Unfortunately, this country has
abandoned the initiatives of the pre-
vious administration to cooperatively
develop with the Russians a protective
global missile defense systems. An in-
sistence on keeping America wvulner-
able to attack, and a dogmatic faith in
the deterrence of nuclear war through
mutual assured destruction will no
longer prevent missile attacks upon
the United States.

Mr. President, the times have
changed since the ratification of the
ABM Treaty. Our primary threats no
longer come from a general nuclear at-
tack by thousands of Soviet weapons—
an attack that would probably over-
whelm a ballistic missile defense sys-
tem. Today our immediate threats
come from rogue, unintentional, or un-
authorized attacks of limited size and
duration. The limitations of the ABM
Treaty fail to address these new
threats, and I believe, are incapable of
being modified so as to address them.
The administration has steadfastly
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stood by the antiquated strategies of
the ABM Treaty, and I am afraid it is
unwilling to address the threats posed
to America by continued reliance on
that treaty.

Nonetheless, Mr. President, this Con-
gress continues to be willing to work
with the administration to address our
missile defense needs. I believe the urg-
ing contained in section 5 represent our
last, best hope of adequately modifying
the ABM Treaty, and protecting Amer-
ica from ballistic missile attack. The
Treaty may be fundamentally unable
to address the threats we face today. It
may be best to renounce it in its total-
ity. Such a clear break with previous
policy may not be feasible in this Con-
gress. But it must be clear that this
Congress worries that its urging and
calls have fallen on deaf ears in the Ex-
ecutive, and that we believe the United
States cannot afford to wait much
longer. Therefore, I particularly sup-
port the provision in this bill that calls
for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty if
amendments allowing adequate na-
tional missile defenses are not agreed
to within 1 year. I hope this is suffi-
cient warning as to the extent of con-
gressional frustration.

The majority leader has displayed
the foresight and perceptiveness crit-
ical for developing effective national
security strategies. There can be no
doubt that a fully operational and
technologically capable ballistic mis-
sile defense system is crucial to that
strategy. Nor can there be any doubt
that antiquated treaties which fail to
adapt to vastly different national secu-
rity threats must be either changed or
discarded.

The majority leader’s bill constitutes
a reasonable and moderate attempt to
bridge the broad philosophical gap that
exists between Congress and the ad-
ministration. We should not let this
opportunity be lost. If concerns with
the ABM Treaty prevent this bill from
becoming law, then I believe it may be
time to nullify that treaty.e

————
TRIBUTE TO CARL SIMPSON
WHILLOCK
e Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise

today to pay tribute to a true states-
man. Carl Simpson Whillock was born
on May 7, 1926, in the small town of
Scotland, AR. In the nearly 70 years
since, he has excelled in the realms of
politics, academia, and private busi-
ness.

Carl’s desire to serve the people of
Arkansas surfaced at an early age. Just
2 years after receiving both his under-
graduate and master’s degrees from the
University of Arkansas in Fayetteville,
Carl began a distinguished career of
public service as a member of the Ar-
kansas House of Representatives. He
came to Washington in 1955 to serve as
the executive assistant to the Honor-
able J.W. Trimble, U.S. Congressman
from the third district of Arkansas.

While working in Representative
Trimble’s office, Carl Whillock earned
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a law degree from George Washington
University in 1960. After a 3-year stint
in private law practice, he served as
prosecuting attorney for the 14th Judi-
cial District of Arkansas before begin-
ning his career in academia at the Uni-
versity of Arkansas.

Carl Whillock was the director for
university relations and an assistant to
the president during his 7% years at
Arkansas. He also taught part-time in
the political science department.

In 1964, Carl Whillock left academics
to run my campaign for Governor of
Arkansas, and I am happy to say he
worked with me in the Governor’s of-
fice for a short time after my election.
But Carl soon returned to his beloved
University of Arkansas as the vice
president for governmental relations
and public affairs.

Carl’s many years of work in the aca-
demic community were rewarded in
1978 when he was asked to become the
president of Arkansas State University
in Jonesboro.

For the past 16 years, Carl has been
the president of Arkansas Electric Co-
operative and Arkansas Electric Co-
operatives Inc. As he prepares to retire
on the 1st of April, his colleagues re-
member him as a trusted friend, a re-
vered mentor, and a gentle, gracious
boss.

Carl Whillock’s management style
has been praised throughout his many
years in various positions of authority.
He believes in hiring good people, and
then giving them the space to do their
jobs. His employees operate effectively
and efficiently because Carl makes
them feel comfortable and encourages
them to bring their own style to the
workplace.

By all accounts, Carl Simpson
Whillock is a success. The very men-
tion of his name brings a smile to the
faces of those who know him, and the
words gentleman and good guy flow
from their lips.

After retirement, I am sure Carl will
remain active as a member of the Uni-
versity of Arkansas’ Board of Trustees.
He has never been one to sit still for
very long. He is always there to lend a
hand. As Dennis Robertson, a long-
time friend and employee says, ‘‘Carl
approaches life in a simple way. He
does not get mad. He is warm, caring
and above all sincere. We can all learn
a lot from him.”

Carl Simpson Whillock—a true asset
to the State of Arkansas. On behalf of
all the people you have touched over
these many years, congratulations on
your retirement.e

———
GREEK INDEPENDENCE DAY

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I would
like to join with my colleagues, and
with so many Americans—both of
Greek and non-Greek descent—in cele-
brating March 25, Greek Independence
Day. I am pleased to have been an
original cosponsor of Senate Resolu-
tion 219, a bipartisan resolution that
designated today ‘‘Greek Independence
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